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Although the legislature is without power to prohibit a legitimate business, ! the right to a business, occupation, or calling, 
although constitutionally protected, is not absolute.” All businesses and occupations,” including lawful callings,’ are subject to 
regulation by means of proper exercise of the state's police power. Restrictions and regulations may be imposed within proper 
limits without in any way impairing the fundamental right to engage in occupations.° The liberty to conduct a business so as 


to injure the public at large or any substantial group is not protected.’ There is no arbitrary deprivation of a citizen's right to 
follow a chosen trade where its exercise is not permitted because of a failure to comply with conditions imposed by the state 


for the protection of society.” Moreover, there is no constitutional right to pursue a profession in a manner that infringes on 


the constitutional rights of another citizen.’ 


Regulation of a business which actually results in prohibiting such business does not constitute a "taking" under the Fifth 
Amendment when the regulation promotes the health, safety, welfare, or morals of the community and thus is a valid exercise 


of the police powers; as long as the police power is validly exercised, even a previously lawful business may be prohibited. 1 


Moreover, the 14th Amendment does not protect a business against the hazards of competition, |! with the result that a state 
may, in the public interest, constitutionally engage in a business commonly carried on by private enterprise, levy a tax to support 


it, and compete with private interests engaged in a like activity. |? States have the power to legislate against what are found 
to be injurious practices in their internal commercial and business affairs, so long as they do not run afoul of some specific 
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federal constitutional prohibition, or of some valid federal law.'> States have authority to regulate a profession, and doing so 


does not violate any property right. 


Under some authority, a state constitutional provision intended to echo United States Declaration of Independence by providing 


that all persons are created equal and endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights, among them life, liberty, 


enjoyment of fruits of their own labor, and pursuit of happiness does not create a constitutionally protected interest in a particular 


job.!> 
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